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FRIDAY, JUNE 29, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 1310, New 
House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage presiding. 

Mr. Poacr. The committee will please come to order. 

We have this morning a hearing on a bill by Congressman Horan, 
of Washington. I see that he is before the bar of the court this morn- 
ing. We are glad to have you, Mr. Horan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

This is a very simple bill. It involves no expenditure of funds. It 
merely allows county governments more leeway in the expenditure of 
forest receipts. 

(H. R. 3436 is as follows :) 


[H. R. 3436, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that sums pes to States from moneys received from national forests 
—. = for governmental purposes other than for the benefit of public schools and 
public roads 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the sixth paragraph under the heading 
“Forest Service” of the Act entitled “An Act making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen 
hundred and nine,” approved May 23, 1908, as amended (16 U. S. C., sec. 500), 
and section 13 of the Act entitled “An Act to enable any State to cooperate with 
any other State or States, or with the United States, for the protection of the 
watersheds of navigable streams, and to appoint a commission for the acquisition 
of lands for the purpose of conserving the navigability of navigable rivers,” 
approved March 1, 1911, as amended (16 U. S. C., sec. 500), are each amended by 
inserting “and general government” after “public schools and public roads.” 


Mr. Horan. In 1908, as a part of an appropriation bill, we put a 
rider in there that enabled the Department of Agriculture to return 
to the counties where the national forests existed 25 percent of the 
forest receipts, but at that time we specified that those receipts could 
only be spent for roads and schools. 

hen the Weeks Act was passed on March 1, 1911, which set up a 
Commission to study watersheds and to acquire lands to protect the 
watersheds to preserve the navigability of rivers, and we included 
in that act the provision that had been passed in 1908, but again, we 
restricted the use of those funds in the counties to roads and schools. 
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Since 1908 and since 1911 we have made other provisions for build- 
ing roads and schools and we have also passed legislation. We have 
set up programs of welfare, law enforcement, and “other things in our 
counties and today, where the predominance of the county is in forest 
reserve and so forth, we find some of our counties are really in trouble 
because they are still restricted to the expenditure of these funds for 
roads and schools, and they need to have more flexibility in the ex- 
penditure of these funds. 

I want to assure the members of the committee that in my experi- 
ence with the county commissioners, and I am sure it is the same in 
your districts, the county government in the main is possibly the best 
government we have as far as the expenditure of public moneys is 
concerned. 

I would like to take your time for just a few minutes to cite one 
county in my district, Ferry C ounty. Ferry County isan entity. We 
have considered the possibility’ -at times of joining one of the adjoining 
counties and spreading the base of the county government, but it is my 
own opinion that that is not practical. 

I think that this county has a right to exist as an entity. However, 
it has quite a problem. It is not the worst one, I guess, in the United 
States, but Ferry County in the State of Washington has 87 percent 
of its total area in Federal reserves. 

Almost 33 percent of that county’s area is in Federal forests, from 
which they get a considerable sum in forest receipts. The remainder 
of that 87 percent is in the Colville Indian Reservation from which 
they get no revenues, but for which they do a considerable service, and 
that falls upon this county. 

Their operating budget for this year is in excess of $80,000 and that 
is exclusive of roads and schools. They lacked $22,500 of meeting 
that budget this year from taxable lands within that county. 

At the same time, they received $33,500 from forest receipts, but by 
Federal law, of course, they couldn’t spend that money except on ros ads 
and schools. I have marveled at their ingenuity out there. One year 
they will spend $1 on roads and the rest of it on schools, and the next 
year they will spend $1 on schools and the rest of it on road. 

The proposal I have in this bill, I think, should have been enacted 
years ago. It is endorsed by the National Association of County Offi- 
cials, a copy of which has been sent to the chairman. I have a copy 
here that I will give to the reporter. 

Also, under date of February 23, 1956, it has been favorably reported 
on by the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Apert (presiding). Without objection, the report of the De- 
partment of Agriculture will be inserted at the proper point in the 
record and made a part of the record. 

(The letter and report follow :) 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CouUNTY OFFICIALS, 
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1956. 
Hon. Harowp D. Coo.ey, 


Chairman, Agriculture Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Cootey: It is my information that H. R. 3486 is currently receiving 
consideration by a subcommittee of the House Committee on Agriculture. On 
behalf of the National Association of County Officials, I wish to endorse the pro- 
visions of this bill that would permit use of Federal forest receipts by local 
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governments for general government purposes in addition to those already 
specified in the law. 

It is requested that this letter be forwarded to the appropriate subcommittee 
chairman and that it may be made a part of the record concerning the committee 
consideration of this bill. 

Sincerely, 
Ke1TH L. SEEGMILLER, Hvecutive Secretary. 





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 23, 1956. 
Hon. Haroxp D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN CooLey: This is in reply to your request of February 26 
for a report on H. R. 3436, a bill to provide that sums paid to States from 
moneys received from national forests may be used for governmental purposes 
other than for the benefit of public schools and public roads. 

We favor enactment of the bill, but recommend amendment to make it appli- 
cable to Bankhead-Jones title III lands as well as national forests. 

The bill would rescind the restriction in present law requiring that revenue- 
sharing payments from national-forest receipts be expended for the benefit of 
the public schools and public roads of the counties in which national forests are 
situated. It would permit the counties to expend such payments for schools, 
roads, and “general government” purposes. 

In 1953 the Department reported to Congress that it had no objection to 8. 
1700 of the 83d Congress which would have eliminated the road and school 
restriction on revenue-sharing payments to counties on account of Bankhead- 
Jones title ITI lands. 

We believe that the existing limitation under which revenue-sharing pay- 
ments must be used for public schools and public roads may handicap counties 
in making the most beneficial use of such payments. In many States schools 
and roads are now financed to an appreciable extent by the States, and counties 
consequently may have greater needs for funds for other purposes. The bill, 
if enacted, would have no direct effect, financial or otherwise, upon the 
Department. 

In order that restrictions on revenue-sharing payments on account of title ITI 
lands may be placed upon the same basis as those from national forests, we 
recommend the following changes in the bill. 

1. Following the word “forest” in the title of the bill add the words “and 
payments to counties from net revenues received from the use of Bankhead- 
Jones title III lands.” 

2. Following line 5 on page 2 of the bill, add following section: 

“Sec. 2. Section 33 of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U.S. C., sec. 
1012) is amended by inserting ‘or for purposes of general government’ after 
‘Payments to counties under this section shall be made on the condition that 
they are used for school or road purposes, or both’.” 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morsz, Acting Secretary. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say that the Department suggests an amendment which I 
think is definitely in order. Since 1908, of course, we have passed 
the Bankhead-Jones Act, and under title III they were enabled to 
acquire lands, and some of those lands do have Federal forests on 
them, so the Department, I think, very thoughtfully suggests in the 
title of the bill before you that after the word “forests,” the following 
language be included: 


and payments to counties from net revenues received from the use of Bankhead- 
Jones title III lands. 
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They also suggest that a section 2 be added following line 5 on page 
2 of the bill as follows: 

Sec. 2. Section 33 of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U. 8S. C., see. 
1012) is amended by inserting “or for purposes of general government” after 
“Payments to counties under this section shall be made on the condition that 
they are used for school or road purposes, or both.” 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Mr. Ausert. Mr. Horan, the committee thanks you for your very 
fine and complete statement. Of course, the only purpose of your 
bill is to widen the present uses to which these funds might be put 
so as to include general county government purposes. 

Mr. Horan. That is correct. 

Mr. Ausert. In the instance you mentioned the county doesn’t have 
revenue available to operate its government. 

Mr. Horan. Certainly not. 

Mr. Arsert. And you could have the additional instance where 
the Forest Service might acquire a large tract of land with a corre- 
sponding depletion of sources of taxable income. 

Mr. Horan. That is correct; definitely. 

Mr. Avsert. Speaking for myself, I think you have made a very 
good case, 

Are there any questions from any members of the committee? 

3 Mr. Horan. I might say that the Forest Service is represented 
ere. 

Mr. Arpert. Yes. We have a representative of the Forest Service 
as our next witness. 

There being no further questions, we thank you, Mr. Horan. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, might I include a statement from Mr. Richard Watts, 
executive secretary of the Association of County Commissioners for the 
State of Washington? 

Mr. Atzert. Without objection, the statement will be included 
immediately following the remarks of Mr. Horan, and then we will 
hear from Mr. Edward C. Crafts, Assistant Chief of the Forest Serv- 
ice, United States Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY RICHARD C. WATTS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, WASHINGTON STATE 
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 


The purpose of H. R. 3436 is direct and simple even though the wording of the 
measure itself is somewhat confusing. For the act would permit the legislative 
bodies of county governments to make use of the funds accruing to those counties 
from the Federal forests situated within their boundaries in the most effective 
manner possible. 

At the present time, large areas of land held by the Federal Forest Service in 
behalf of all the people of the country are tax exempt and for this reason make no 
contribution in support of local government. In the past the Congress had recog- 
nized the difficulties the tax-exempt nature of these lands have created and has 
made provisions to offset some of the problems by paying to the counties 25 per- 
cent of the cutting receipts of each forest over to the counties in which the forests 
are situated. These funds are divided by the local legislative body between the 
government functions of schools and roads. No part of the funds, however, may 
be used in support of the many other functions of local government such as law 
enforcement, the courts, etc. 
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Under the provisions of H. R. 3436 local legislative bodies would have the 
authority to utilize that portion of such Federal fgrest revenues as accrue for 
general government and for schools, and for roads, as the individual situation 
dictated from time to time. 

To illustrate how this would take effect, I should like to cite the case of Ferry 
County, Wash. This is a small county in north central Washington 87 percent of 
whose area is tax exempt, being in either Federal forests or the Colville Indian 
Reservation or other Federal or State holdings ; 32.89 percent of the county’s area 
is in the Colville National Forest. The 1956 general operating budget for the 
county (exclusive of schools and roads, which are financed separately) was $80,- 
189.80. The county lacked $22,624.80 of having enough tax revenue available 
from all of its resources to fund this minute budget. At the same time the 
county has a revenue already accruing to it from Federal forest fees of $33,622.58 
(total of such receipts in 1955). By Federal law no portion of these forest fees 
may be used by the counties to balance its general operating budget, no matter 
how badly they may be needed. The 1955 receipts were divided $16,000 to schools 
and $17,622.58 to roads. 

H. R. 3486 is of vital importance to Ferry County, for, without the assistance of 
this bill, there is no foreseeable way that this county’s serious financial condition 
can be alleviated. Please note that H. R. 3436 does not require the expenditure 
of additional Federal funds. Further, it will require no additional machinery 
for administration. Instead, the bill will allow a local legislative body to put to 
their best use the revenues which are already going to that county as the varying 
needs of the differing functions within the county’s government vary in their 
relative needs from time to time. 

The soundness of this flexibility and the care with which it is administered at 
the local level can be illustrated by an action taken by the Board of Commission- 
ers in Ferry County some 2 or 3 years ago. The county has only one school dis- 
trict within its boundary. This district‘ was badly in need of a new high-school 
building which its school directors feared they would never be able to erect be- 
cause of the lack of local matching funds in sufficient amount to carry their share 
of the cost of construction. They appealed to the board of county commissioners 
and in the following year all but $1 of Ferry County forest receipts were given to 
the school district. This, together with the school district’s normal revenues, 
was sufficient to match a building-construction grant, and Ferry County now 
has one of the nicest small high schools in the State of Washington. In the fol- 
lowing year, the commissioners took all cf the forest fees but $1 and expended 
them on roads, thus getting back into balance with an almost equal split of the 
forest funds between roads and schools, which is that county’s normal pattern. 


(Additional data submitted by Hon. Walt Horan follows :) 


HOovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 2, 1956. 

Re H. R. 3436, to provide that sums paid to States from moneys received from 

national forests may be used for governmental purposes other than for the 

benefit of public schools and public roads. 
Hon. Harorp D. Coorrey, 

Chairman, Agriculture Committee, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Haroxp: As I told you last week, I want to supply you with copies of let- 
ters from several counties in my district which are-“hurting” from the restric- 
tions on schools and roads in the matter of payments to counties from forest 
receipts. 

I am enclosing these copies from four of my border counties which I hope you 
will look over and consider. Definitely, since 1908 we have taken other actions 
that provide adequately for roads and schools. These counties need greater 
leniency in the disposition of the funds which they receive from forest receipts. 

I am happy that I can supply you with this information prior to my appearance 
before your committee at which I hope briefly to point out the reasons why these 
county commissioners need this relief. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
WALT Horan, 
Member of Congress. 


81319—56——2 
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Boarp or CouNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
Ferry County, Republic, Wash., March 29, 1956. 


Hon. WALT HorRAN, , 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear WALT: In reference to your letter dated March 6, 1956. I will try to 
give you some data as to some of the difficulties in Ferry County. 


Colville Indian Reservation. -_-....-.--.----- 

U. S. Bureau of Reclamation - - --. b buds te d< aneshbose an ubiaeinds 
Colville National Forest.......-.~------- ciel ship nakhndi> eles <= sigamaiaiens ii’ 
United States public domain a diecaie 

GOS Be ahedc cvtvcesestttuccclas 

Deeded land 





Total acreage of county 1, 434, 878 
Total 1955 current expense budget $57, 150, 60 
Total 1956 current expense budget_._.--...---~-----~--------+--- __ 80,189, 80 
Cash balance at end of 1955 6, 578. 03 
Deficit budget for 1956 22, 624. 80 
Total forest fees for 1955 33, 622. 58 


The way the law reads at present we can distribute these funds between schools 
and roads only. 

The raise in wages and the high cost of material has not been balanced in any 
way by additional revenue and there is no way of procuring additional revenue 
under the present distribution of tax money to general county government funds. 

These figures I have given you are quite accurate and I hope they will be help- 
ful to you. 

Very truly yours, 
Georce H. R. STABENFELDT, 
Chairman. 


CouNTY COMMISSIONERS OF STEVENS CouNTY, 
Colville, Wash., April 2, 1956, 
Re H. R. 34386 


Hon. WALT Horan 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak Str: This is in reply to your letter of March 29, 1956 wherein you nave 
asked to have answers to three questions. 

(1) Our county assessor has prepared a statement of the property owned by 
the Federal Government in our county. We are forwarding this statement in 
answer to this question. ; 

(2) The tax receipts for Stevens County are not adequate for the mandatory 
services which are performed. We have attempted to balance our budgets by 
keeping salaries at a minimum and refusing to approve any capital outlay pur- 
chases except those that were very necessary. Exercising the utmost care and 
economy we were unable to balance the budgets. The 1955 budget was approved 
with a deficit of $6,242.91 and the 1956 budget was approved with a deficit of 
$31,757.38. The reason for the large increase in deficit was the emergency for 
the improvement of Valley View Hospital, a county hospital, to meet the required 
specifications for a nursing home. This emergency was $9,400. The remainder 
of the 1956 deficit will be for the election expense. 

(3) If our county was able to have a portion of the forestry receipts for general 
county purposes, we believe that we would be able to balance the current expense 
budget. Our assessor is raising values on the county lands wherever it is pos- 
sible and consistent with the true value of the property. It is our belief that by 
having a small increase in value of some properties and by the use of part of 
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the forest fund receipts, the current expense budget could be balanced. It would 
still be necessary to be very conservative in the matter of salaries and other 
expenditures, but better conditions would be achieved. 

Our general expense fund is the one needing the most help. The tax laws 
will not permit a shift of levies to the degree that is needed. 

We wish to express our sincere thanks for all of the effort you are making 
to help our situation. 

Yours very truly, 





J. Ep ATWoop, 
Commissioner District No. 3. 
Jack F. SHORTER, 
Commissioner District No. 2. 
C. T. PETERS, 
Chairman of Board and Commissioner District No. 1. 





OFFICE oF CouNTy Assessor, STEVENS COUNTY, 
Colville Wash., April 2, 1956. 


The segregated acreage of United States Government owned property in 
Stevens County is listed below: 


Department of Interior: Acres 
NN e eee nn en ecient genes vciolapl te ajo 23, 237 
ee NO oa i ica cn asain raha. w ches tccnellarerin waits meantime esiond 44, 111. 69 
See re cid ri clin cle eicbenian 143, 720 
Unpatented United States lands (not included in above) —------ 75, 604 

Department of Agriculture, Federal forestry__...._.__.-__-_____---- 222, 059 

General Services Administration, Dolomite Quarry DOD No. 571_-- 340 


Roy A. DeMmorEstT, Assessor. 


BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, PEND OREILLE COUNTY, 
Newport, Wash., April 2, 1956. 
Mr. WALT Horan, 
Congressman, Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Six: We are writing you in support of H. R. 3436 for the division of Forest 
Service funds. 

(1) What portion of Pend Oreille County is in the Federal reserve, etc.? 





Acres Percent 
Federal forest.__...............- Siliein ize shales bal ed ail 519, 525 | 58 
TO Sins wep ceding a a gt he ROL owt cai 
County tax lands___. : Be ARBs <TR eS Saae ei 18, 750 | . 02 
State schoo} lands and State parks..................-...-...----.----2-.-.- 21, 810 | . 025 


ER Uidehcldlinabeiistetlhnaibenseescens-deaanathenerdd 337, 757 | 3746 


(2) Are your tax receipts adequate to meet the county’s bills, ete. ? 

We in Pend Oreille County have always had a hard time to make the current 
expense fund meet. The year of 1950 we passed a 5-mill special levy for current 
expense and in 1955 we passed a 2-mill special levy for current expense. We are 
operating this account on a millage of 6.95 now and this fund is around $10,000 
in the red. 

(3) What help would come from permission to use forestry receipts for general 
county purposes? 

We feel as though 33 percent of the forestry fund could relieve our situation 
in this county if the forestry funds do not decrease too much. 

Sincerely yours, 


Harry D. Peters, Chairman. 
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BoARD OF COMMISSIONERS, PEND OREILLE COUNTY, 
Newport, Wash., March 12, 1956. 
Mr. Wat HorRAn, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Str: Pend Oreille County is operating the county government on 
655,65 1) from property valuation. 
The remainder of the county operation has to be operated on receipts from the 
auditor office. Pend Oreille County has about 60 percent of its land owned by 
the United States Forest Service and the Department of Indian Affairs. The 
schools have been able to pass almost any extra millage they wish for school 
purposes, plus subsidy by the State. The county road system is financed by 6% 
cents gas tax and 10 mills on the valuation above; from this amount the county 
road department could function with a little less of the Forest Service money 
to provide part of the finances for the county government. 

We have to pass extra millage to carry the county government in order to op- 
erate in the black. During the resettlement program some of the income from 
that land that was sold in that program was used for county government and 
the funds are now depleted and therefore loss of the revenue made an additional 
burden on the county. 

Therefore we feel as though some of the Forest Service funds should be used 


for county government. 
Harry D. Peters, Chairman, 


BoArD OF COMMISSIONERS, PEND OREILLE COUNTY, 
Newport, Wash., February 27, 1956. 

Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Congressman THOMAS M. PELLY, 
Congressman Watt Horan, 
Congressman Don MAGNuUSON, 

New House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: H. R. 3486 is of such importance to county government that we 
wish to request your support and assistance to get this bill past Congress at the 
earliest possible date, to permit distribution of the Forest Service funds, for 
not later than the 1957 budget. 

We would also like to request that you use every effort to get the in lieu of tax 
bill hearing programed.af the earliest possible date so its passage may be pos- 
sible before Congress adjourns which will probably be early this year. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Harry D. Perers, 
Chairman, 

Jor T. ZIG Ler, 

Commissioner, 
WictiraAmM M. MILEs, 

Commissioner, 

Constituting the Board of County Commissioners of Pend Oreille 
County, Wash. 


Boarp or County COMMISSIONERS, 
Okanogan, Wash., April 4, 1956. 
Hon. Watt Horan, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear WALT: In answer to your letter of March 29, asking for information 
from us regarding the way that Okanogan County would be benefited by your 
bill H. R. 3486, we are pleased to furnish you with the following data, 

(1) 73 percent of the area of Okanogan County is tax exempt, leaving only 27 
percent taxable. The breakdown of the area of the county is as follows: 


Acres 
Pe We RE I al Ee er ac a ae OS EEL Fa NEEL 1, 582, 000 
Pee aGUee: Eee te ee i eee Be ie es 524, 000 
Pupiste Goan mee ponte ees. sds Mig otis: 374, 000 


bin nied lig eerie ee dp olen talin demise 900, 000 


ii nu solr ing i ein linha tt cs wien ibaa 3, 330, 000 
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(2) An example of the curtailment of expenses of necessary functions of 
county government is best illustrated by using the figures for the 1956 current 
expense budget. 


The preliminary budget, based on the estimate of yarious department 
Dene Welw... _.. $394, 636 





— 


Sear epee ae ee Mt 94, 300 
i icinep ines sata eile aaa S 168, 858 





Estimated miscellaneous revenue___ 
‘stimated tax revenue_________- 


Total estimated revenue cba depetl te hr ¢ Soni? © dehy 9+ 263, 158 


_ 


Leaving an estimated deficit of__.._.__.____________________ 131, 478 








To balance the budget this amount had to be deducted from the preliminary 
figures. In other words the necessary activities of the county were curtailed 
to the extent of $131,478, or 33 percent, because of a lack of revenues in the cur- 
rent expense fund. 


(3) This question is covered by the answer to question No. 2. Okanogan 
County’s share of national forest receipts last year was $107,902.54. The county 
current expense fund would benefit in direct proportion to the amount of national 


forest revenue that could be used for county government purposes under 
H. R. 3436. 


We greatly appreciate and wish to thank you for the interest that you are 
taking in our behalf. We hope you will succeed in getting your bill passed. 
Very truly yours, 


WALTER R. TuRNER, Chairman. 
Mr. Arsert. Mr. Crafts, do you have a prepared statement? 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Crarts. No, Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement 
on this bill. I can say what I have to say very briefly and I believe 
simply. 

‘As Mr. Horan has said, the committee does have a favorable report 
from the Secretary on this bill. There was a somewhat similar bill in 
the 83d Congress on which the Department also took a favorable 
position. 

We believe that the existing limitation on national forest revenue- 
sharing to the effect that payments to the counties must be used for 
public schools and roads may handicap the counties in making the 
most effective use of those payments, and we favor the enactment of 
the bill. 

The bill would have no effect on appropriations and no effect on 
expenditures by the Department in any way. I might say that there 
are something over 3,000 counties in the United States and we now 
make payments out of national forest receipts to 657 of those coun- 
ties, a very substantial number. 

National forests receipts have been increasing rapidly in recent 
years and our estimate for fiscal year 1956, which is drawing to a 
close, is that total national forests receipts will be something in the 
neighborhood of $108 million. This means that the sum of money 
which we are talking about with respect to this bill will be about $25 
million in fiscal year 1956, to go to the counties. 

About 21% years ago, the lands acquired by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture under title IIT of the Bankhead-Jones Act were assigned to 
the Forest Service for administration. Receipts from those lands 
from the sale of timber, and from grazing and other purposes, is in 
the neighborhood of about $2 million annually. 
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Our feeling is that if this bill is equitable and desirable with respect 
to payments to the counties from national forest lands, the same prin- 
ciple should apply with respect to the title III Bankhead-Jones lands. 
That is the reason for the amendment recommended by the Depart- 
ment which Mr. Horan has described. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement, unless there are 
some questions. 

Mr. Avperr. Are there any questions? Mr. McIntire. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Crafts, hens are certain lands held by the Fed- 
eral Government and mostly they are forested lands. Don’t they come 
under the Bankhead-Jones Act and not national forests? 

They are held under the management of a Commission composed 
of three Members of the Congress and some others from the Govern- 
ment. Are you familiar with what I am talking about? 

I am not too clear on it myself. 

Mr. Crartrs. Mr. McIntire, do you know what commission it is? 

Mr. McInvt1re. It is a forest land commission of some kind. 

Do you know, Mr. Horan ? 

Mr. Horan. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Crarrs. There is a National Forest Reservation Commission. 

Mr. McIntire. These are not included anyway, are they ? 

Mr. Crarts. I don’t know about the lands of which you are speak- 
ing. There are some national forest lands in Maine that do come under 
the 25 percent receipts provisions. I should say this: We have national 
forests in about 38 or 39 States. Then we have tracts of national forest 
land in about three additional States. The lands to which you refer 
may possibly be national forest lands which have the legal status of 
national forests, but have not been incorporated in any particular 
national forest. 

The bill does apply to national forest land, but whether it applies 
to the land you are referring to or not I can’t tell you. 

Mr. McIntire. There is a small portion of the White Mountain 
National Forest that crosses into the State of Maine, which, of course, 
would apply rather obviously. 

Mr. Crarvts. That is right. 

Mr. McInrire. However, I was curious on the other as to whether 
they would be included in this same legislation because it is possible 
that these are reserves of some type. They are not in this same genera! 
area there as the Moosehorn Game Reserve, which is entirely different. 

Mr. Crarrs. That is an entirely different thing. 

Mr. McInvire. This other classification of hetle is something which 
I have to get more clearly in my mind. This seems to be floating 
about halfway in between. 

Mr. Crarrs. I could tell you very easily whether this bill would 
apply to those lands if I knew the status of those lands and if I could 
find out what those lands were. 

Mr. McIntire. Specifically, this bill will apply to national forests 
plus the Bankhead-Jones title LI lands. 

Mr, Crarrs. If amended, it would apply to Bankhead-Jones land 
as well as the national forests. 

Mr. McInvire. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Warts. Are the Bankhead-Jones funds distributed under the 
same law as the forests ? 

Mr. Crarts. ope! are distributed under a different law, but the 
effect isthe same. The requirement with respect to the national forest 
land is that 25 percent of revenues received from the national forests 
are paid to the States for distribution to the counties for public schools 
and roads. The requirements of the Bankhead-Jones law are that 25 
percent of net receipts from the Bankhead-Jones lands are paid to the 
counties for public schools and roads. 

Mr. Warts. Direct to the counties? 

Mr. CraFrs. Direct to the counties. 

The Bankhead-Jones Act uses the term “net receipts,” whereas, the 
national forest law uses the term “revenues received from the national 
forests.” 

Mr. Warts. Gross receipts? 

Mr. Crarts. In effect, gross receipts. We have, however, a ruling 
from the Comptroller General applicable to the “net receipts” termi- 
nology in the Bankhead-Jones Act in which the Comptroller General 
defined that term as meaning gross receipts less any erroneous col- 
lections. Therefore, for all practical purposes, the laws are the same. 

Mr. Warts. You would have to amend both acts, though, to ac- 
complish this? 

Mr. Crarts. You would have to amend both acts to put both under 
the same provision ; that is correct. 

Mr. Apert. Mr. Crafts, you agree, I am sure, with Mr. Horan 
that it is not up to Congress to decide whether a county should be 
dissolved and annex itself to some other county. 

A county cannot keep going on if it loses its sources of revenue. 

Mr. Crarts. There is nothing in this bill that would reduce reve- 
nues to the county. We certainly agree that the counties should have 
the revenues and we further feel that it should be up to the counties 
how they want to spend those revenues. 

Mr. Auperr. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. McIntire. One other point, Mr. Chairman. While this bill 
may have, in part, the effect of saying that these revenues received are 
in lieu of taxes by virtue of Federal holdings, we are not accepting 
that as the reason, are we? 

I think that would imply probably additional problems so we are 
not accepting this as in lieu of taxes by virtue of Federal ownership. 
We are simply sharing in the revenue without putting these strings 
on it. 

Mr. Crarrts. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. McIntire. I thought perhaps the record should show we are 
not accepting a principle here of this being a responsibility of the 
Federal Government in lieu of taxes, but simply a sharing of revenues. 

Mr. Axzerr. It couldn’t be that because these funds are already 
set aside and have been for years, and it is simply a different use of 
the same funds. 

Mr. McIntire. That is right. 

Mr. Hagen. I brought that up the other day on that hearing on 
the forestry recreation bill. There are some school districts which 
get too much money under this present law. I mean, the hands of 
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the county staff are tied; for example, Alpine County in California, 
which has less than 300 people in it. 

I am advised by one man that they are hard put to spend this 
money they get back for schools and ea and this would give them 
additional usage, including recreation, I assume. 

Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Crarrs. The proposed wording in the bill is to allow the 
county to spend the money for schools or roads or general govern- 
mental purposes, which I guess would include almost anything. 

Mr. kraaae. If there are no other questions, we thank you very 


much, Mr. Crafts. 

The committee will go into executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 10:30 a. m., the committee proceeded in executive 
session. ) 





REVENUE FROM NATIONAL FORESTS 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 18, 1956 


Hovss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICUL’ 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 12 o’clock noon in room 
1308, New House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage presiding. 

Mr. Poage. The committee will come to order. 
We have before us H. R. 3436, introduced by Mr. Horan. 
Mr. Horan is here and wants to be heard. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIFTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Horan. Mr. Chairman, I am here on behalf of H. R. 3436, which 
will amend the original act of 1908 that returned 25 percent of the for- 
est receipts to the counties. That, and the Weeks Act of 1911, however 
specified that they could only spend these moneys for roads and 


schools. 

Since that time we have had other provisions that have helped with 
roads and schools specifically. But a lot of our counties, especially 
those that have large forest reserves, need to have this act amended 
to allow them to have more leeway and spend these funds for general 
county purposes. 

Most of my border counties where they have lots of forest reserves 
are running in a deficit yearly now. This act is a very simple one. 
It would merely amend that act of 1908 and the Weeks Act of 1911. 

The Department would also like to have an amendment to it, how- 
ever, to include Bankhead-Jones lands, that might be forested and, 
therefore, return receipts to the counties. 

This is their money. It has been for almost 50 years now. This 
would give them more leeway, so that they would not be running defi- 
cits at the county level. 

That is about all there is to it. 

I have some statements from those counties here, if you care to have 
those read into the record at this point. 

Incidentally, I sent copies of this to the chairman and to Mr. Poage 
and Mr. Hope, and to the committee staff. 

I might read one from Stevens County: 

Dear Sre: This is in reply to your letter of March 29, 1956, wherein you have 
asked to have answers to three questions. 

(1) Our county assessor has prepared a statement of the property owned by the 


Federal Government in our county. We are forwarding this statement in answer 
to this question. 


13 
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(2) The tax receipts for Stevens County are not adequate for the mandatory 
services which are performed. We have attempted to balance our budgets by 
keeping salaries at a minimum and refusing to approve any capital outlay pur- 
chases except those that were very necessary. 

Exercising the utmost care and economy we were unable to balance the budgets. 
The 1955 budget was approved with a deficit of $6,242.91 and the 1956 budget 
was approved with a deficit of $31,757.38. 

The reason for the large increase in deficit was the emergency for the improve- 
ment of Valley View Hospital, a county hospital, to meet the required specifica- 
tions for a nursing home. The emergency was $9,400. The remainder of the 
1956 deficit will be for the election expense. 

(3) If our county was able to have a portion of the forestry receipts for 
general county purposes, we believe that we would be able to balance the cur- 
rent expense budget. Our assessor is raising values on the county lands wherever 
possible and consistent with the true value of the property. It is our belief 
that by having a small increase in value of some properties and by the use of 
part of the forest fund receipts, the current expense budget could be balanced. 
It would still be necessary to be very conservative in the matter of salaries and 
other expenditures, but better conditions would be achieved. 

Our general expense fund is the one needing the most help. The tax laws 
will not permit a shift of levies to the degree that is needed. 

We wish to express our sincere thanks for all of the effort you are making 
to help our situation. 

They cannot spend these revenues for anything but roads and 
schools. Of course, that places them in a very bad position. 

I also have statements from Okafogan County and Pend Oreille 
County and Ferry County, which were forwarded to the chairman 
on July 2, 1956. 

Ferry County is running a tremendous deficit. For 1956 it will be 
around $20,000. 

If their forest receipts are better than $33,500—if they had more 
leeway spending these funds, they would not be running deficits. 

I hope the committee can act favorably on this. 

I did write a letter, as you know, to every member of the committee, 
trying to briefly explain this bill. And I have received quite a number 
of answers. I know there are quite a few members of the committee 
who are personally interested in this bill. 

Mr. Poser. The other day we telephoned you, Mr. Laird, about this. 
You raised a question as to the difference in treatment between the 
forests in the Northwest and the forests in Wisconsin and Minnesota. 

Mr. Larrp. That was concerning the construction of access roads. 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 

Mr. Horan. That actually has no bearing on the bill. It might 
affect its reception, but that would be up to the Forest Service them- 
selves. They discriminate between the two sides of the State of Wash- 
ington, because of the heavier timber stands on the western coast. 

Mr. Latrp. In the allocation of timber road receipts the distribution 
formula could be changed to provide that the costs of the access roads 
would be deducted before the timber receipts were distributed. 

Mr. Horan. They do make stumpage adjustments when the logging 
firms build their own roads. _I know that is done. I was hopeful that 
Mr. Crafts would be here. He suggested that he bring more of his 
forest service boys up here this morning, but we were unable to 
contact him in time, as you can well realize, since you gentlemen have 
given me the privilege of a hearing during the noon hour. I appre- 
ciate it sincerely. 

Mr. Lairp. The distribution formula is the same ? 
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Mr. Horan. As I understand it, it is. I wanted them here so that 
you could get a direct and authentic answer. 

Mr. Latrp. The distribution is based on the timber contract. But 
the timber contract price is different, as you know. 

Mr. Horan. It varies definitely. 

Mr. Larrp. Based on whether the roads are built by the Federal 
Government or whether the roads are built by the contractor. 

If you buy Douglas-fir stumpage and the contractor built the road, 
the contract price is much lower, whereas if the access roads are built 
by the Government the price of the Douglas-fir stumpage is much 
higher. 

Mr. Horan. That is right. 

Mr. Latrp. So the amount of distribution to the local community 
in the case—— 

Mr. Horan. Is affected thereby. 

Mr. Larrp. Is affected thereby. 

Mr. Horan. No question about it. 

Mr. Poacr. Why shouldn’t the Government have a uniform policy 
on that ? 

Mr. Horan. I think that would be a good thing for the committee to 
go into. I think it should go into this fully. 

Mr. Lairp. Your bill does not change the present distribution for- 
mula, 

Mr. Horan. Excepting the amount is where the effect is. 

Mr. Poace. You made a statement there that troubled me—the only 
thing about the bill that has troubled me, as one who does not live 
in the forest country—you made a statement there that “this is 
their money.” 

Mr. Horan. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. The county’s? 

Mr. Horan. By act of Congress. 

Mr. Poaae. I do not understand that it is. I understood that the 
Congress is giving to these counties for roads and schools for specific 
purposes—the Government is giving certain funds for certain pur- 
poses. It is the money of the Federal Government as I see it. 

Mr. Horan. They are returning part of the forest receipts from 
stumpage cut in these particular counties. 

Mr. Poace. For certain purposes ? 

Mr. Horan. That is right. What I mean by this, this is their 
money. By the act of 1908 we saw fit to return part of the forest 
receipts which were paid. 

Mr. Poace. That was the whole question: Did we? Did we say 
that we owe an obligation? I do not object to admitting the obliga- 
tion. 

In all frankness, I think it would be a sound policy of the United 
States Government to agree that we owe an obligation to every com- 
munity where we have public land, Government-owned land, whether 
you call it public land or otherwise. 

Mr. Horan. It creates a very definite problem. 

Mr. Poace. I think the United States Government ought to con- 
tribute to the local communities wherever there is Government-owned 
lands, because they deny that local community an opportunity to sup- 
port itself for the benefit of the whole of the United States, and the 
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whole of the United States ought to pay that, rather than the local 
community. 

Mr. Horan. That is right. Take Ferry County, for instance, 44 
percent of the entire county is in the Indian reservation. They do not 
get any help. And they provide quite a few services for the Indians 
for which they get no financial help whatsoever. 

But if we gave them more leeway in the expenditure of the forest 
receipts funds they are getting now, they could handle their deficit. 
It is a serious matter to them. 

Mr. Poace. Lagree withthat. Not only as regards to forest receipts, 
but everything else where the Government owns property, whether it 
is military property or whether the Department of Agriculture owns 
it, or whoever owns it. Where the Government has it off the tax rolls, 
there ought to be a reimbursement to the locality, in my opinion. 

I would agree with you that we ought to make it a matter of right 
on the part of the locality. 

As a legal proposition, I do not think we have created a matter of 
right on the part of these counties. I think that what we have done 
is that the Federal Government has given them a gift that is revokable 
at any time from the legal standpoint. 

Mr. Horan. [ recall when I first came to Congress Mr. Peterson 
grappled with that, and very seriously, too. 

Mr. Poage. He quit grappling. We didn’t get much done. 

Mr. Horan. There were so many facets to this business of payment 
in lieu of taxes it was very confusing. 

I might say a bill passed the House and the Senate affecting Ferry 
County. It has not been signed by the President yet. It passed the 
Senate Monday. It would refund $40,000 from tribal funds to Ferry 
and Okanogan Counties each year. That is the effect of payment in 
lieu of taxes. 

Each one of my boards of county commissioners assure me that if 
we could amend these acts and include Bankhead-Jones, that amend- 
ment that we had up the other day, that they can meet their current 
expenses. They still have to be very frugal in the expenditure of their 
funds, but our county-level governments are about the most honest and 
about as efficient as we have. I think you all realize that. 

Mr. Poacr. Let us get back to the proposition I was making. No- 
body wants to discuss it frankly. Isn’t it true that as far as we pres- 
ently stand, you and I are agreed we ought to have a general policy 
of attaching an obligation on the part of the Government but so far as 
we presently stand I do not understand there is any obligation on the 
part of the Government to make any payments to these counties— 
nothing in the world except a gift on the part of the Government for 
certain purposes which the Government has made and can withdraw at 
any time it wants to? I am not advocating the withdrawal, please 
understand me. 

I think the thing that always disturbs me is the attitude that the 
public lands people take to the effect that you own the land. You 
do not own that land. The people of the United States own that 
land. They ought to sell it, in my opinion. 

I would like to see your people own it. I would like to see it on the 
tax rolls—you always come in—I do not mean you as an individual, 
Mr. Horan, I am talking about the public lands State—and take the 
position, “Why, I have made money off of this land for 50 years. My 
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daddy had it before I had it and we used it and we haven’t paid any 
taxes and haven’t paid anything much—1214 cents a head in some cases, 
for grazing—we paid practically nothing for it. We are entitled 
to keep it forever. 

That is not fair. It is land of the United States. I am perfectly 
willing to sell it to the man who now uses it and make him pay taxes 
on it. He does not want to buy it. He wants the United States to 
pay interest on it. 

r, Lamp. The Federal Government might be charged with a 
“give-away.” , 

Mr. Poage. I suppose it would. Drew Pearson accused me of try- 
ing to give away this Bankhead-Jones land. ! 

r. Horan. Under the circumstances I hope that the committee 
can see fit to at least amend this law so that county commissioners 
will not be hurting so badly. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Horan, this money is paid directly to the counties. 

Mr. Horan. As I understand it, it is 657 counties out of little better 
than 3,000 counties in the United States receive forest receipts, that 
is forest receipts are returned to them. 

Mr. Warts. Under the present law it is provided that it be paid 
the counties for use on roads and schools! 

Mr. Horan. Specifically. ; f ; 

Mr. Warts. Does the Forest Service or whoever pays it designate 
what part goes to the schools or what part to the roads? 

Mr. Horan. That is left up to the county. One year these coun- 
ties may spend $1 on roads and the rest of it on schools, and the 
next year they may reverse that. 

Mr. Warts. Take those counties that you referred to a moment ago, 
who use it for their road expense, what is the conditions of the roads 
in those counties ¢ 

Mr. Horan. The roads are very good in Ferry County, believe it 
or not. Also; we have a State equalization law that the richer coun- 
ties contribute into a revolving fund, and that is distributed out for 
school aid. We have taken care of our poorer counties schoolwise and 
roadwise. 

Well, a lot of our Federal funds go to Federal lands, you know, for 
highways through the forests, and so forth. So the roads and schools 
are pretty good in these counties. 

r. Watts. Would you say the same for the schools ? 

Mr. Horan. Yes; the schools are very good. 

Mr. Watts. We have had some discussion which would provide that 
the counties be permitted to use the funds otherwise, provided the 
school authorities and road officials would agree to it. 

Mr. Horan. That is right. I do not think any of these county 
commissioners would neglect roads or schools simply because we 
amend the law to give them more leeway because that is an obligation 
that they have to face with their immediate neighbors. I don’t think 
there would be any trouble in that regard. 

Mr. Warts. Are those counties providing other funds for school 
purposes in addition to the forest receipts? 

Mr. Horan. Yes; upon occasion where they have emergencies they 
can, by a special election, raise the millage limit. Of course, we have 
a State law that is to protect particularly rural areas called the 40- 
mill limit in the State of Washington. 
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Above that, they have to have special elections in order to raise 
the millage. 

Mr. Warrs. What is your method of raising other school funds in 
those counties ? 

Mr. Horan. By special levy against taxable property. 

Mr. Warts. Don’t you havea regular levy ? 

Mr. Horan. Yes, but if they had these additional funds because of 
the State law they have to have a special local election in order to 
raise the millage higher. 

Mr. Warrs. I assume you have some payments made by the State? 

Mr. Horan. Through each school district, through a bill passed 
in 1930 which pools a certain amount of taxes and spreads it out more 
evenly. 

Mr. Warts. Is there any option left to the local authorities with 
reference to the amount of money they raise locally for the schools? 

Mr. Horan. Only within the basis of the 40-mill limit. 

Mr. Warts. Is there a certain part of that definitely set apart for 
the schools ? 

Mr. Horan. No, not necessarily, but in some of these counties the 
roads and schools, that is not ae they are hurting. What they 
need is more leeway so they can meet their obligations out of forest 
receipts which they can’t do now. 

Mr. Warts. You do have a limitation then on the amount of money 
you can raise for general purposes ? 

Mr. Horan. You mean through regular taxes? 

Mr. Warts. Yes. 

Mr. Horan. We have the 40-mill limit. Above that we have to 
have a special levy. 

Mr. Warts. Where do these 40 mills go to ? 

Mr. Horan. The 40 mills? 

Mr. Warts. Does it go to general purposes ? 

Mr. Horan. It goes any place for general county expense. 

Mr. Warrs. The commissioners are allowed to collect 40 mills? 

Mr. Horan. That is right. 

Mr. Warts. Do they set a part of that apart for the schools? 

Mr. Horan. That is right. 

Well, take Ferry County, I think the amount they raise in general 
revenue through taxes is something like $13,000. They only have 
13 percent of the county that is taxable. They are strapped. 

Mr. Warts. You mean they raise $13,000? 

Mr. Horan. I think I have that here in my file. No, I find I 
haven't got it here. 

Mr. Warts. That is about the figure, though ? 

Mr. Horan. It is very low. That is the point I am getting at. 

— Warts. Does that include the amount they raise for schools, 
too? 

Mr. Horan. Very generally they have gotten some from the State 
board of education through the Showalter bill. And, of course, 
they get money that they can spend on schools and roads from forest 
receipts, which is $33,000 annually—or was last year. 

They are going to have a deficit of nearly $20,000 this year. 

Mr. Warts. If I follow your argument your contention is that 
since—that it ought to be spent—in a way that will do the utmost bene- 
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fit to the county as a whole, including the schools and roads and other 
ba? nim 

Mr. Horan. That is right. I would leave it up to the judgment of 
the county commissioners to spend this money the wisest way they 
could. 

Mr. Warts. That is all. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the committee adjourned.) 
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